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REPLY COMMENTS OF AT&T

AT&T Corp. ("AT&T") hereby replies to others'

comments on Public Notice, DA 96-678, released April 30,

1996, which asked parties to refresh the record on the

Commission's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in

CC Docket 92-237, released April 4 1994. 1

The comments confirm that the Commission should

eliminate immediately the current moratorium, under which

the North American Numbering Plan Administrator ("NANPA") is

prohibited from assigning a carrier identification code

("CIC") to any entity that holds one or more codes unless

that entity represents that an additional CIC is necessary

expressly to accommodate intraLATA presubscription. 2

1

2

In the Matter of Administration of the North American
Numbering plan, 9 FCC Red. 2068 (1994) ("NERM"). A list
of the parties filing comments and the abbreviations used
to identify them is attached as Appendix A.

see Letter, dated September 26, 1995, from K. H. Wallman,
Chief, Common Carrier Bureau, FCC to R. R. Conners,
Director of NANPA. To conserve codes, the Commission
required carriers to use the same CIC in all states for
intraLATA presubscription, and allowed carriers without

(footnote continued on following page)
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Lifting the moratorium is appropriate because, as AT&T

explained, the unique problem that triggered its imposition

has been resolved, and carriers do, in fact, need additional

crc codes. 3 As Bellcore recently admonished:

"a failure to make assignments could adversely
affect development of new services.
rntraLATA presubscription is not the only
potential use of crcs, and we anticipate other
requests f07" crc as~ignments in the future by
current asslgnees."

The comments demonstrate that there is a patent

need for additional codes for other than intraLATA

b
. . 5

presu scrlptlon. BellSouth, for example, notes that "as

long as the current conservation order remains in effect, an

entity with an existing crc assignment is unable to obtain

an additional erc for a legitimate business use (~, FGD

access) . GTE indicates that for "new providers to

enjoy the full complement of routing and billing

efficiencies enjoyed by their multi-CrC competitors," they

(footnote continued from previous page)

any crcs to obtain two crcs, one for routine use and the
other for intraLATA presubscription.

3

4

5

6

see AT&T at 4 n.7, 7-8.

Letter, dated October 2, 1995, from R. R. Conners,
Director, NANP Administration, Bellcore to Kathleen M. H.
Wallman, Chief, Common Carrier Bureau, FCC.

AT&T at 7-9; BellSouth at 4-5; Pacific at 3.

BellSouth at 5.
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must have access to additional crcs. 7 Similarly, Pacific

states that the CIC restriction "could prevent a carrier

from deploying a service for which a distinct CIC is

needed. ,,8 In short, consumers would clearly benefit if the

moratorium were eliminated because carriers would then be

able to obtain CICs to serve new applications.

A number of commenters contend that the permissive

dialing period needs to be substantially shorter than the

six years proposed in the NERM to allow the moratorium on

CIC assignments to be lifted. 9 These commenters are wrong:

the Commission can and should lift the moratorium and

maintain the six-year transition In this respect, the

Commission need not be concerned that lifting the moratorium

would create premature code exhaust problems. More than

84 percent of the CICs allotted for permissive dialing

remained unassigned as of April I, 1996. 10 And, as SBC

indicates, 79 percent of entities held only one CIC even

when three were allowed. Therefore, SBC properly concludes

that "whether or not the transition period is extended,

7

8

GTE at 3.

Pacific at 3.

9
BellSouth at 2-3; GTE at 2-3; NYNEX at 4-5;
Pacific at 2, 6.

10 Based NANPA f' . d b AT T 8 lIS hon 19ures clte y & at ; Be out
at 3.
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there is no need to continue the current restriction on the

assignment of CICs." 11

CBT (at 2) suggests that increased demand for CICs

since the 1994 N.ERM is due to "new uses for the codes

recently identified by the industry." To the

contrary, the "excessive" demand that led to the Cormnission-

imposed moratorium was largely created by the inappropriate

use of codes by one or a few entities doing business in a

single state a situation which has since been corrected.

CICs continue to be used to support access routing and

billing, the same purpose for which they were originally

made available. Accordingly, the Cormnission need not be

concerned that applications for CICs, previously unknown to

the industry, will accelerate code assignment. 12 In all

11 SBC at 4. GTE suggests that without the Cormnission's
mandated conservation measure, the proposed six-year
permissive period could not survive. Specifically, GTE
argues (at 3) that if conservation had not been in place,
1,842 CICs rather than 307 codes might have been
assigned, essentially already depleting the 2,000 codes
necessary for permissive dialing. GTE's assessment is
based upon an unsupported assumption that all assignees
will request the maximum number of codes allowed (~ a
total of six FGD codes) .

12
The industry has recognized that some assignments have
been made to support intranetwork needs and, therefore;
do not fall into the primary purpose for which CICs are
to be used. To limit the impact of these type
assignments the industry has set aside a block of 200
codes for intranetwork use. Because these codes are for
intranetwork application and will not be transmitted
across network boundaries, they can be reused by
different providers and should minimize the number of
codes that might otherwise be assigned for these uses.
Moreover, and most importantly, this block of 200 codes

(footnote continued on following page)
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events, as BellSouth points out, in the unlikely event that

CIC consumption increases substantially, the industry could

develop and recommend conservat ion measures. 13 In short,

the Commission should immediately lift the restriction on

CIC assignments.

The Commission should also continue to adhere to

the six-year permissive dialing period, during which both

three and four digit CICs could be utilized. 14 In the NERM,

the Commission correctly recognized that a transition period

of this length would be appropriate to "reduce -- even to

the point of virtually eliminating -- the hardships imposed

on pay phone providers, manufacturers, and PBX users."lS

This remains a valid objective.

Some commenters, however, assert that maintaining

a lengthy permissive dialing period, even if feasible given

the available quantity of CICs, would violate the dialing

parity provisions of the 1996 Act because it would

competitively disadvantage any carrier required to use a

(footnote continued from previous page)

is from the 9000 series and, therefore, does not impact
the codes necessary for permissive dialing.

13 BellSouth at 6.

14
NE.R..M, " 50, 54. s.ee AT&T at 3··6; MCI at 3; Telco at 6;
VarTec at 1.

lS
~, , 54. Once the transition period is over, all
customers would be required to use the four digit CIC.
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four digit CIC, while other carriers could continue to rely

16on three digit codes.

This contention provides no sound reason to

shorten the permissive dialing period and accelerate the

need for costly equipment modifications. Rather, the

Commission must reaffirm that dialing parity for intraLATA

calling is critical to the development of competition, and

thus should be implemented quickly In the Local

Competition NPRM, the Commission has correctly tentatively

concluded that Section 251(b) (3) of the 1996 Act
17

imposes a

duty on all LECs to provide dialing parity with respect to

all telecommunications services intrastate and

interstate, local and toll, and that dialing parity for

intraLATA toll calls can best be achieved through

b
. . 18

presu scrlptlon.

Once implemented, such a presubscription approach

should make the importance of the number of digits in a crc

diminish, because there should be less need for "dial

16 see, ~, CBT at 2; GTE at 3; U S WEST at 6; but see
Bell Atlantic at 1-2.

17 Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. 104-104, 110
Stat. 56 (1996) ("1996 Act").

18 Implementation of the Local Competition provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98,
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 96-182, released
April 19, 1996, " 206-207 (IILocal competition NPRM").
Presubscription is the process by which a customer
preselects a carrier, to which all calls of a particular
category of service are routed
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around" or other calling outside the "1+ 11 format. Rather

with the extension of equal access presubscription to

intraLATA toll traffic, all callers will be able to complete

all toll calls using the carrier of their choice by dialing

the same number of digits, without the need for any carrier

access codes. Thus, the coexistence of three and four digit

codes should become much less significant because callers

would only have to dial the codes for a particular call if

they wanted to use a carrier other than the one to which

they have presubscribed.

In these circumstances, the Commission should

retain, at least for now, the six-year permissive dialing

period, to accommodate the concerns reiterated in response

to the NERM by customer and equipment manufacturers

regarding the costly equipment modifications that will be

necessary to permit use of the expanded carrier access

codes. 19 AT&T estimated that the cost to Lucent's PBX

customers to purchase and implement modifications (software

and hardware) to permit them to dial expanded CICs would

19 see, ~, AT&T at 5-6; see alan Comments, filed June 7,
1994, CC Docket No. 92-237, Phases 1 and 2, by National
Communications System at 7, and North American
Telecommunications Association at 9.

Pacific's suggestion (at 5) that a six to nine month
permissive dialing period should suffice because that is
all that is allowed for area code changes is inapposite.
To implement area code changes, callers simply need to
learn to use the new code. Unlike here, costly equipment
modifications are not an issue
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range up to $15,000 for each PBX" depending on the type and

age of the equipment, and that it will take more than six

years before all these PBX users have CPE in place that will

work with expanded CICs. 20 Given these facts, a six-year

transition period is both necessary to accommodate these PBX

customers and appropriate because the CICs needed to support

permissive dialing would not be exhausted.
21

CONCLUSION

The Commission should implement promptly dialing

parity and equal access presubscription for all calls, in

accordance with the requirements of the 1996 Act. The

Commission should also lift the current moratorium on CIC

assignments and allow marketplace demand to govern.

20 AT&T Reply Comments on the Notice of Inquiry ("NOI"),
CC Docket No. 92-237, Phase 2, filed January 27, 1993,
at 4.

21
The current industry plan, which recognizes the need for
a transition period, allows the assignment of 2,000 four
digit codes, while still permitting the use of existing
10XXX dialing for the users of networks assigned three
digit CICs. Until all of the initial 2,000 four digit
codes have been assigned, it would not be necessary to
require 101XXXX dialing for callers who use carriers that
have three digit codes.
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Further, the Commission should confirm that the transition

period for the conversion from thr{?f~ to four digit: eTe codes

will be six years.

Respectfully submitted,

AT&T CORP.

By ~-~--
Mark .. Rosenblum
Roy,. Hoffinger
Judy Sello

Room 3244Jl
295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, New Jersey 07920
(908 221-8984

Its Attorneys

May 28, 1996
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LIST OF COMMENTERS
CC Docket 92-237

May 21, 1996 .._

AT&T Corp. ("AT&T")

Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies ("Bell Atlantic")

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. ("BellSouth")

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT")

GTE Service Corporation ("GTE")

MCI Telecommunicat ions Corporation ("MCI")

NYNEX Telephone Companies ("NYNEX")

Pacific Telesis Group ("Pacific")

SBC Communications Inc. ("SBC")

Telco Communications Group, Inc. ("Telco")

U S WEST, Inc. (" U S WEST")

VarTec Telecom, Inc. ("VarTec")
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I, Diane Danyo, do hereby certify that a true copy of

the foregoing Reply Comments of AT&T Corp. was served this 28th

day of May, 1996, by United States mail first class, postage

prepaid, upon the parties listed or l:"he attached SeY",dc''? List
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-~..~._---- -

Diane Danyo
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Industry Association
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Attorneys for Competitive
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Brown and Schwaninger
Suite 650
1835 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Attorney for Dean Brothers
Publishing Company

David J. Gudino
GTE Service Corporation
Suite 1200
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Washington, DC 20036
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P.O. Box 25969
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LCI International Telecom Corp.
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Mclean, VA 20165
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Loretta J. Garcia
Donald J. Elardo
MCI Telecommunications Corporation
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Loretta J. Garcia
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NYNEX Corporation
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Washington, DC 20036
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